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A court which is divided into divisions or departments remains a unit notwithstanding; 
actions brought in any of the departments are in effect in the same court, and decisions and 
judgments therein are rendered by the same tribunal. 


For administrative convenience,' it frequently happens that a court is divided into a number of 
different departments, parts, or divisions,” and the legislature has power so to regulate the business 
of a court in the absence of any constitutional prohibition.” However, the creation of divisions by 


a court in contravention of constitutional or statutory provisions is invalid.“ 
Cases are assigned to the various divisions or departments as provided by statute or rule of court,” 


and a litigant has no inherent right to have a case tried by a particular division or judge.° Each 
judicial district constitutes a single court, and the creation of different divisions does not operate to 
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sever a single district court into multiple courts; statutory term "court" does not reach each of the 
g p ry 


internal divisions that make up a district court but rather embraces the district court as a whole.’ 
Cases of a particular nature should be assigned to the department designated by statute or rule 


of court for that type of case. Indeed, a statutory assignment to one division of a court confers 
on that division exclusive jurisdiction to determine the matters assigned and deprives the court's 
other divisions, including its central division, of jurisdiction to determine those same matters. For 
example, the trial court lacked jurisdiction to hear a former wife's complaint for a portion of a 
former husband's retirement benefits where the former wife filed her complaint in the general 
division of the trial court, the husband and wife were granted a divorce by the domestic relations 
division of the trial court, and a statute provided that the division of marital property, including 
retirement benefits accumulated during a marriage, was under the jurisdiction of the domestic 


relations court.” 


There is no jurisdictional bar to one division of a court entertaining an action more appropriately 
considered in another division so long as doing so does not violate statutes or rules of court and 


the claim has a rational nexus to a subject matter within the responsibility of that division.” As 
a general rule, jurisdiction is not dependent on a proper assignment, and an irregularity in an 
assignment presents no question of jurisdiction in the ordinary sense of the term.'! The irregularity 
is waived or cured by the absence of a timely objection thereto.!? A judgment rendered in an 


improper division of a court is not void or voidable for that reason. °? 


Where most, if not all, cases involving a particular type of dispute have been brought in the same 
division of the court, an action involving such a dispute will be transferred to that division, as for 


example, bidding on public contracts.“ 


The court remains a unit notwithstanding such a division. 15 Where the constitution vests the power 
in the court and not in departments, which are merely for convenience, the judges hold but one and 


the same court whether sitting separately or together. '© Actions brought in any of such departments 
are in effect in the same court, and decisions and judgments therein are rendered by the same 


tribunal,’ although where a case is assigned or allotted to a particular department or division, such 


department or division has exclusive jurisdiction of it 


One department of a court cannot enjoin, restrain, or otherwise interfere with the judicial act of 


another department of the court. 1 Where a proceeding has not been finally disposed of, it is beyond 
the jurisdictional authority of another department of the same court to interfere with the exercise 


of power of the department to which proceedings have been assigned.” However, a separate and 
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distinct action,” or a proceeding to enforce a judgment obtained,” or a decree or order entered,” 


may properly be heard in another department. 
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